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TEACHERS' BELIEFS REGARDll"l"G SCHOOL-WIDE INTEGRATION
OF MILDLY HANDICAPPED STUDENTS IN THE
EPHRATA SCHOOL DISTRICT
by
Charlotte

Throgmorton

July.

1992

The purpose of this project was to determine the attitudes of
te:.ichers in the Ephrata. Washington. School District regarding the
school-wide integration of mildly handicapped students in the
classroom an<.1 the supports neeued 'to insure its success. To
accomplish this purpose, a survey instrument was designed and
administered to elicit teacher responses.

)

Survey responses were

tabulated by frequency. rank order, percentage, and average, and
provided a basis for descriptive analysis of data obtained.

.
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CHAPTER I
Background of the Project

Introduction
"Conspicuously absent from the literature supporting the
Regular Education Initiative (REI) are data reflecting
attitudes of regular classroom teachers toward proposed
changes in the structure of general and special education.
Our concern. therefore. is that enough respect be shown
for regular classroom teachers to ask them what they
perceive, based on teaching practice, is feasible, desirable.
and in the best interests of students." ( Kauffman. Gerber,
& Semmel l 988, p. 9)

The above statement by Kauffman et. al. ( l 98S) emphasizes the
need to consider what regular education teachers think about the

)

integration of special education students into the regular classroom.
Keogh ( l 988) was

in

agreement with Kauffman when she wrote, "the

discussions about the REI are curiously lacking in input from regular
educators.

Yet it will be regular educators 1,,vho implement the

proposed changes" (p. 4 ).
This project has been undertaken to investigate in depth the
issue of teacher attitudes toward integration, while reporting the
results of an Ephrata School District teacher survey that defined their
perceptions regarding integration of mildly
into the regular classroom.

)

handicapped students

2

Pur[Jose of the Project

The purpose of this project was to determine the attitudes of
teachers in the Ephrata. Washington, School District regarding the
school-wide integration of mildly handicapped students in the
classroom and the supports needed

to

insure its success .

To

accomplish this purpose. a survey instrument was designed and
administered to elicit teacher responses to the following types of
questions:

I.

\Vhat kinds of special education services are regular
classroom teachers receiving in the Ephrata School
District'?

)

7

\Vhat special education services do these teachers desire'?

3.

Are the expectations for special education students made
ckar by the district's special services program'?

4.

\Vhat were teachers' perceptions about working with
special education students in the regular classroom
setting'?

3
Limitations of The Project

For purposes of succinctness and focus, it was necessary to set
the following limitations for this project:

1.

Research.

The review of Iiterature and research

summarized

10

Chapter II has been limited to the past lO

years .

..,

Population

Surveved .

Faculty at the following

Ephrata Schools were surveyed:

)

Beezley Springs Kindergarten

(6 certificated staff)

Columbia Ridge Elementary School

(21 certificated staff)

Grant Elementary School

(23 certificated staff)

Ephrata ~vliddle Schuol

(26 certificated staff)

Ephrata Hi,rh
School
0

(30 certificated staff)

3.

Characteristics of Po pulation.

Further delimitations

considered in this project included:
a.

Elementary schools surveyed had been fully
integrated for two years.

b.

Elementary teachers surveyed had more inservice
training related to integration than teachers at the
other grade levels.

4
C.

Ephrata Middle School had been fully integrated at
the 6th grade level for one year at the time of the
project and was mainstreaming at the 7th and 8th
grade levels with a resource room still in existence.

d.

Ephrata High School had offered limited inservice
training relating to integration and was maintaining
a resource room for special education students.

4.

Survev

Instruments.

The survey instrument allowed for

both forced-choice and open-ended responses.
(Appendix BJ
5.

Presentation of Analvsis of Data.

The study concerned

itself with the presentation and analysis of survey data
obtained from teachers at all levels in the Ephrata School

)

District.

Definition of Terms

Terms used

Ill

the context of this study have been defined as

follows:
Integrated Classroom.

A classroom designed to educate

mildly handicapped children in the classrooms with regular
education children for the entire school day.

These classrooms

µre assigned a half-time aide (Affleck, Madge, Adams, &
Lowenbraun,

1988).

5
In te g ration. Students with disabilities must be inc I uded in the
activities, routines and social life of the regular classroom
(Stainback & Stainback, 1989) .
Least Restrictive Environment.

Each handicapped student shall

be in the regular education environment with non-handicapped
students to the maximum extent appropriate to his or her
needs (Billings, 1991) .
Mainstreaming.

The term uft en used to describe the educ:.ition

of h:.indicappecl chdclren in regular classrooms t)ieira &
Kucko. 1986 ).
~
i l..;.;d.. :.v---'H
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Those students who have

qualified for special education under the following categories
(Billings. 1991):
l.

:'vlildly Mentally Retarded-- a student who
demonstrates significantly sub-;1verage general
intellectual functioning existing concurrently with
deficits in adapti ve behavior and manifested during
the developmental period, which adversely affects
their educational

2.

performance.

Learning Disability-- a student who has a disorder
in one or more of the basic psychological processes
involved in understanding or using spoken or
written

language.

6

3.

Severe Behavior Disorder-- a student who exhibits
one or more of the following characteristics over a
long period of time:
a.

an inability to learn which cannot be
explained by intellectuJl, sensory, or health
factors:

b.

;.in inability to build or maintain satisfactory
interpersonal relJtionships with peers and
teachers;

c.

inappropriate types of behavior or feelings
unJer normal circumstances:

d.

a general pervasive mood of unhappiness or

depression: or

)

e.

a tendency to develop physical symptoms or

fears associated with personal or school
problems.
Regular Education Initiative.

Refers to assigning responsibility

for the education of special education students to regular
classroom teachers, and the forming of a partnership between
general education and specialized services.

This initiative was

formally introduced by ~fadeline \Vil! in a paper she wrote for
the U.S. Department of Education in 1986 (Jenkins, Pious, &
Jewell, l 990).

Resource Classroom.

A classroom where reading, writing, and

math are taught to special education students to support and

7
assist the curriculum
19 ~ 6).

)

in

the mainstream classroom (.\faniet,

CHAPTER II

Review of Related Literature

[ntroduction

The rev1ew of research and literature summarized rn Chapter
[I

has been organized to address:
l.

Integration: Definition and status

..,

The Regular Education Initiative

3.

The regular classroom teacher and integration

-L

Summary

An Educational Research [nformation Center ( ERIC) computer

)

search was conducted to identify current literature, research, and
data.

integration: Definition and Status

Integration has been defined by Affleck, Madge, Adams, and
Lowenbraun (1988 ), as a move to educate mildly handicapped
children in the same classrooms with regular education children for
the entire school day.

These classrooms are composed of 1/3 mildly

handicapped students and 2/3 average to above average regular
education students.

Clear behavioral and academic expectations are

essential components of these highly structured classrooms.
8

9

Integrated teachers identified the following as the four practices
essential to the success of the integrated classroom:
l.

Complete inclusion of the special education students into
the classroom.

They were not to be singled out from the

group.
2.

The majority of teacher time spent on active instruction.

3.

At least a 2: 1 ratio of positive to negative comments from
the

--1..

teacher.

Adaptation of material by the teachers for individua:
instruction ( p. 34 l ).

Wang. Reynolds. and Walberg ( l986J stated. "what we must do
1s restructure school programs to completely integrate students with
special learning needs into regular school programs, using all forms

)

of knowledge on how best to proceed with instruction" (p. 31).
Inclusive schooling suggested by Stainback and Stainback (1990)
focused on developing regular school and classroom communities
that fit. nurture. and support the educational and social needs of
every student

in

attendance.

They continued, this model " ... is the

ultimate goal of the integration and mainstreaming process" (p. 4).
For special education students to become fully integrated
Wang et. al. ( 1986) proposed joining practices from both special
education and general education into a coordinated educational
delivery system.

Stainback and Stainback (1990) emphasized that

special and regular educators must come together to work to achieve
the goal of effective and appropriate educational programs for all

l0

students in the mainstream.

Stainback and Stainback further stated

that appropriately organized. regular education classes could provide
a variety of appropriate learning activities and challenge for students
with a range of learning needs, interests, :rnd capabilities.

Finally,

Stainback and Stainback maintained that the ideJ behind inclusive
schools was, "including all students in a mainstream that is sensitive,
flexible. and adaptive to unique needs where all students can receive
whatever support and assistance they may need to fulfill their
potential and develop friendships with their peer-;'' (p. 20) .

The Re~ular Educatiun fnitiative

The Regular EJucation Initiative ( REI) refers to ass1g111ng
)

responsibility for the education of special education students to
regular classroom teachers. and the forming of a partnership
between general education and specialized services.

This initiative

was formally introduced by Madeline \Viii in a paper she wrote for
the U.S. Department of Education in 1986 (Jenkins. Pious, & Jewell.
1990).

The REI has postulated that if the forces of special programs
and regular education teachers were joined, all students would be
afforded a better education.

Wang and Walberg ( 1988) have stated

that REI is a shared responsibility for providing more coordinated
and inclusive educational arrangements for all students, including
students with special needs.

It has been the observation of Haynes

1l
and Jenkins ( 1986) that the nature of instruction and student
activities was similar in resource rooms and regular classrooms.

Will

( 1986) dee tared it was essential to have a program that is brought,
"to the child rather than one that brings the child to the program" (p.
23 ).

The intent of the REL according to Jenkins. Pious, and Jewell

( 1990), was to empower classroom teachers and then to hold them
responsible for the education of all students in their program by
giving them both the authority and the assistance needed to educate
a diverse population in the ordinary curriculum of the common
school.
[n a study by Jenkins and Haynes ( 1989 J. students surveyed
opined they \vould rather receive help from the regular classroom
teacher than the specialist when dealing with specific subject

)

material.

The REI model has defined the role of the specialist as a

support system for the classroom teacher in terms of instruction,
with the classroom teacher ultimately in charge .

In the consultation

model. the specialist and classroom collaborate in efforts to assist
students who have learning or behavior problems.

In direct service

models, the general educator is supported by additional professional
or paraprofessional personnel to implement instructional goals.

In

this model the specialist may undertake some of the teaching.
Jenkins et. al. ( 1990) declared that when dealing with learning
disabled and mild mentally retarded students, the regular education
teacher was responsible for orchestrating how the student was
taught and what resources were needed, as long as it was agreed that

l2

the child could obtain minimal competency.
could not be achieved

1n

If minimal competency

the regular classroom setting. the special

education teacher should assume responsibility for the child's
education

in

a specified area.

\Vhen working with severe

behaviorally disordered students. the regular class room teacher
should receive support with discipline. social skills deficits. or
problems involving classroom work habits or attention.
of support teams ~uH.l/or behavior consultants.

in

the form

Finally. if behavior

problems were so serious that the student could not succeed in the
regular classroom. Jenkins et. al. ( 1900) recommended that the
student be placed outside the mainstream.
Keough ( 1988) stated. "the literature in support of REI
predominantly criticizes current special education practices and
progress. particularly classification and separation of services" (p. 3 ).
Bruno and Boggs ( 1990) submitted that regular education students
had a right to receive those same services reserved for special
education and that special edu.cation students had the right to be
educated alongside their peers.

Wang and Walberg ( 1988) found

that proponents for the initiative claimed the classification system
was subjective and that school districts are simply testing and
qualifying students to obtain funding.

Finally, Wang and Walberg

( 1988) and other RE[ proponents asserted that labels unnecessarily

stigmatized

students.

Conversely, Kauffman ( 1989) insisted that the least damaging
labels must be sought out.
)

It was his belief "that all children share

l3
many characteristics of humanity, yet no two are exactly alike" (p.
263).

It was argued by Kauffman ( l 989) that REI was just a ploy for

financial efficiency. but that the financial savings reaped by the
government would actually make handicapped students unequal
since thae woulJ be less funding ami:liorated for their differences.
Byrnes ( 1990) wondered how

to

fund the regular education teacher

when special education department budgets shrank due to REI.

The Regular Cl ;1s-;room Teacher and lntegration

The people most effected by the REI are regular classroom
teachers.

Kauffman ( l 989) \VOndereJ. "if regular classroom teachers

do not assume ownership of REI as their agenda. can it succeed'?" (p.
268).

Kauffman ( 1989 J concluded that meaningful reform of

education could not be achieved ''without ownership of that reform
by the teachers who will be called upon
parents who support it" (p. 27--1-).

to

implement it and by the

Miller ( 1990) felt there was a

strong probability that class room teachers would view the initiative
as yet another mandate.

Kauffman. Gerber and Semmel ( 1988} said

thJ.t sensitivity to what teachers think. and believe was essential if
any senous change in teachers' ability to work with handicapped
students in the classroom was to be achieved.

Furthermore, Gertsen

and vVoodward ( 1990) agreed that REI was too focused on broad
theory and not enough attention was given to the classroom teacher.
According to Kauffman et. al. ( 1988), "Good teachers can teach all

l4

their students effectively some of the time; and they can teach some
of their students effectively all of the time; but, they cannot teach all
their students effectively all of the time" (p. 10).
According to Baker and Zigmond ( l 990), teachers were
expected to see difficult children :.is challenges to be met, not as
problems to be given to someone else.

The responsibilities of the

regular education teacher are:
1.

Educating all students assigned to them.

'1

Making and monitoring major instructional decisions for
all students in their classes .

3.

Providing instruction that follows a normal
developmental

)

curriculum.

4.

\Li. n a g i n g i n s t ru c t io n fo r d i ve rs e pop u Ia ti o n s .

5.

Seeking, using, and coordinating assistance for students
who require more intense services than those provided to
their peers

(Jenkins et. al. 1990).

According to Kauffman er. al. ( 1988) in order for teachers to
effectively teach mildly handicapped students

in

a regular classroom

setting, extensive retraining of the regular classroom teacher in
techniques of "effective" education would be required.

Gatsen and

Woodward ( 1990) added that the research on effective teaching
must be translated into a manageable and easily comprehensible set
of teaching strategies and procedures for curriculum modification.
Once the teachers were trained, they would readily accept more

)

l5
difficult students since they would feel more confident of their skills
rn working with these students.
Byrnes ( 1990) pointed out that if the classroom teacher had
more resources and support, he or she would not need the extra help
that special education brings.

Gertsen and Woodward ( l 990) agreed

saying, "it is clear that if classroom teachers were provided with
training and assistance

in

implementing instructional techniques.

fewer students woulJ need special pull-our -;ervtces" (p. 9).

Will

( 1986) offered the following solutions:

1.

Return administrative control to school principals for
managing and coordinating categorized serv1ces.

2.

lncrease instructional

3.

Establish -;yqems for teachers:

)

4.

time.

a.

Building-based support teams

b.

Team teaching

c.

Inservice

training

Use new approaches:
a.

Curriculum based assessment

b.

Cooperative

C. .

Personalized curricula

learning

l6
Project RIDE. (Responding to Individual Differences in

Q

Education). offered the following help to regular education teachers
seeking to integrate mildly handicapped students into their
classrooms:
Redefine their current cl:.lssroom using effective

l.

classroom practices.
March a tactic from the computer and/or video library
with
3.

problem behavior.

School-wide as s istance teams ( Beck. l 991 i.

According to Slavin ( 1990). the 1st. 2nd and 3rd grade levels
should be strengthened to keep students up to grade level no matter
how much instruction time is needed .

)

He suggested referrals to

special education \.Vould decline if intense efforts were made to have
a student up to grade level in reading by the third grade.

Slavin

( 1990), described the "Success for All" program as comprising such

efforts.

This program was based on cooperative learning and

continuous progress programs.

If students are kept up to grade

level , Slavin ( l 990) feels that they will have a much better chance of
.

not having problems later in their student career.
Lilly ( 1986) asserted that students who had difficulty learning
and behaving in school needed special support services. but, in
general, that did not mean special education.

Byrnes ( 1990)

suggested keeping the flexibility of both options open.

Whether the

classroom, resource room, or a more restrictive option is appropriate,

17

that is where the student should be placed.

Byrnes (1986) urged

educators to respect diversity.
Summarv

The rev 1ew of literature presented

in

Chapter II supported the

following predominant themes:
1.

Integration has been defined as the inclusion of special
education students in the activities. routines and social
life of the regular classroom.
An integrated educacio1nl delivery system would require
combining the resources of both special education and
regular education into a coordinated educational delivery
system.

3.

The REI established the premise that the regular
classroom teacher should be in control of all students.
even those with special needs.

The initiative has

ennendered
much debate over the issues of classification
.:,
and segregation of special education students.
c.1- .

Regular classroom teachers need training and support
from colleagues to provide for the integration of mildly
handicapped into the regul:.ir classroom successful.

)

CHAPTER III

Procedures of the Project

The purpose of this project was to determine the attitudes of
teachers in the Ephrata. Washington. School District regarding the
school-wide integration of mildly handicapped students in the
classroom and the support needed to insure its success.
Chapter III contains a description of the procedures employed
in

conducting the present project. including a discussion of:
1.

Design and development of the survey instrument used
for the collection of

)

data.

1

Population

group/sample

3.

Preparation

and administration of the survey instrument.

4.

Treatment of data obtained from the instrument.

surveyed.

Design and Development of the Survev [nstrument

The analysis and review of related literature detailed in
Chapter U served as a resource for developing the conceptual
structure of the survey instrument used in this project (Appendix, B).
Survey questions developed fr-om the review of literature included
the following:
1.

As a teacher with learning disabled students rn my class,
I would feel'?
18
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2.

As a teacher with mildly mentally retarded students

in

my class, I would feel?
3.

A::; a teacher with students with severe behavior

disorders in my class. I would feel'?

4.

In relating to parents of integrated students, l would
feel'?

Meetings with principals in the Ephrata School District and the
Special Servic es Director served as a resource for developing page l
of the survey instrument ( Appendix B ).

For example, input from

these people defined the six categories of services currently provided
by the Ephrata School District Special Services Program and the
extent to which these services were desired by teachers:

)

1.

Materials

2.

Mainstream

3.

Paraprofes s ional

4.

[nservice

5.

Other _______ _

6.

None

Consult:tnt
Time

Training

The survey instrument developed was field-tested by
administering the questionnaire to seven selected special education
teachers in the neighboring Quincy School District, including: three
from the elementary school, two from the middle school, and two
from the high school.
Following the return of the pilot survey field-tested with the
help of special education teachers in the Quincy School District,

a

20
Likert-type format was selected for the survey to provide for ease
and clarity m response as well as convenience m data summarization.
This scale allowed respondents to indicate their perceptions about
the inclusion of mildly handicapped students integrated into regular
classrooms (i.e., comfortable-uncomfortable, knowledgeableunknowledgeable, skilled-unskilled. calm-nervous. and confidentunsure).
The survey instrument allowed for both forced choice answer
and open-ended

responses.

Population Group/Sample Surveved

For the purpose of the present proJect. the investigator

)

surveyed teachers in the following schools in the Ephrata,
Washington. School District:

)

Beezley Springs Kindergarten

(6 certificated staff)

Columbia Rid6e
Elementary School
0

( 2 l certificated staff)

Grant Elementary School

(23 certificated staff)

Ephrata Middle School

(26 certificated staff)

Ephrata Hinh
School
0

(30 certificated staff)

2 l

Preparation

and

Administration

of the Survev Instrument

During January 1992, the investigator met with school district
building principals. the Special Services Director, and the school
superintendent to provide an orientation of the project and to
request permission to distribute the questionnaire to certificated
teachers in schools throughout the district.
During February 1992. a cover letter (:\ppendix A J and
4uestionnaire (Appendix BJ were distributed to certificated teachers
in each school in the Ephrata School District.

The teachers were

instructed to complete and return the survey within two working
days to the building secretary.

The secretary at each building kept a

list of surveys returned.
Of the 106 survey forms distributed. 98 certificated teachers
responded to the survey for a response rate of 92 c1c .

Treatment of Data Obtained from the Instrument

The results were hand-tabulated and presented as numerical
data.

Data collected have been presented in Chapter [V, in both

grap hie and narrative formats .

)

CHAPTER IV
Results of the Study

The purpose of this project was to determine the attitudes of
teachers in the Ephrata, Washington, School District regarding the
school-wide integration of mildly handicapped students in the
classroom and the supports needed to insure its success.

Data

presented and analyzed in Chapter IV have been organized in four
sections listed below to correspond with teacher responses to the
questions which were central to the purpose of this study:

1.

What kinds of special education services are regular
classroom teachers receiving in the Ephrata School
District'?

2.

What special education services do these teachers desire?

3.

Are the expectations for special education students made
clear by the district's special services program?

4.

What were teachers' perceptions about working with
special education students in the regular classroom
setting'?

Analysis and discussion of the findings produced as a result of
the project have been presented 1n narrative and graphic formats on
the following pages.

The responses of the survey have been

tabulated by frequency in table 1, by rank order in table 2, by
22
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percentage rn table 3, and by average m table 4.

Teacher responses

to open-ended questions have been included, by school ( Appendix C).

Presentation and Analysis of Data
Related to Services Teacher-; are Currenrlv Receiving

Table 1 provides a summary of the responses of the 69
certificated teachers in the Ephrata School District by school, who
currently have special education students

in

their cl:issrooms for part

of the school day, when asked to "check the following services
currently provided by special services."
According to Table l. most teachers are rece1vrng materials,
services from a mainstream consultant. and paraprofessional time.
)

lnservice training was not indicated as being provided as much when
compared with the other categories.
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TABLE 1
Frequency (f) Of Responses Of 69 Ephrata School District Teachers By
School. Who Currently Have Special Education Students Enrolled In
Their Classes When Asked To: "Check The Following Services
Currently Provided By Special Services."
B.S.
M.-'\.TERIALS

4

t'

\tlA!NSTRE.-'\.M CONSLL T ..\:'-4 f

GR:-\>IT

I

C.R.

E.~l.S.

l l

6

6

9

36

-

-1

l 6

l2

35

1

3

E.H.S. TOTAL

PARAPROFESSION.-'\.L TIME f

4

1l

9

5

7

36

t'

")

_,..,

,.,

4

4

l 5

l 3

l0

23

l8

69

INSERYICE TRAfNING
TOTAL tt OF TEACHERS

5

I

)
sis o f Dara

Table 2 provides a summary of the responses of 69 certificated
teachers in the Ephrata School District by school, who currently have
special education students in their classrooms for part of the school
day, when asked to "rank the following desired special education
services on a scale of 1-4, 1 being most desired."
According to Table 2, all the schools except the middle school
indicated paraprofessional time as their number one desired service .
The middle school was the only school to choose a mainstream
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consultant as the number one desired service.

Materials were the

number two desired service for all schools but the high school.

When

looking at all schools, mainstream consultant was number 3 and
inservice training number 4.

Inservice trainin =:,r and materials were

not number one o n any schools list.

TABLE 2
Rank Order (r) Of Respon ses Of 69 Ephrata School District Teachers
By School. Who Currently Ha ve Special Education Students Enrolled
In Their Classes When Asked To: "Rank The Following Desired Special
Education Services On A Scale Of l-4 . l Being yfost De s ired."

B.S .

GRANT

C.R.

E.;\,l.S.

E .H.S.

TOT. L

r

J

J

J

1

3

2

MAINSTREA;\:I CONS LL T..\Nr

i

-1-

,
-'

l

1

3

PARAPROFESSIONAL TI\IE r

l

l

l

4

l

1

J

,
-'

!

3

4

4

MATERI A LS

INSERVICE TRAININ(1

r
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Presentation and Analvsis of Data
Related to the Claritv of Expectations
for Special Education Students
by the Special Education Department

Table 3 provides a summary of the responses of 69 certificated
teachers in the Ephrata School District by school. who currently have
special education students in their classrooms for part of the school
day. when asked "are the expectations for special education students
made clear by the special education department."
According to Table 3, about 60% of the teachers who deal with
special education students believed that expectations for these
students are made clear by the special education department.
Almost 40% of the teachers felt expectations were not clear or only
somewhat clear.

The middle school and high school had the highest

percentage of teachers who felt expectations were not clear.
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TABLE 3
Percentage ( %) Of Responses Of 69 Certificated Teachers In The
Ephrata School District By School, vVho Currently Have Special
Education Students [n Their Classrooms For Part Of The School Dav. '
When Asked. "Are The Expectations For Special Education Students
Made Clear By The Special Education Department."

B.S.

)

GRA.\'T

C.R.

E . .\l.S.

E.H.S. TOTAL

YES

%

60

77

70

)~

'-

6 l

62

NO

%

0

23

30

-i

3

39

33

SOMEWHAT

%

40

()

0

0

5

5
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Presentation and Analvsis of Data
Related to Teacher Beliefs Re,;,1ardin11;,
School-Wide

[nte~ration

Tables 4- 7 provide a summary of the average response value
of 98 certificated teachers in the Ephrata School District by school,
when asked to indicate the approximate position which indicates
their feelings with reference to each hanJicapping on a scale of l-7.
A value of I indicates a high Jegree of competence while working
with special education students in the regular classroom. and a value
of 7 which indicates a low degree of competence while working with
special education students in the regular classroom.
According to Tables -+-7. most schools had a high degree of
competence while working with special education students

in

the

regular classroom. except when asked. "r\s a teacher with students
with severe behavior disorders in my class. I would feel".

All schools

tended to have an average closer to the middle in this area, which
indicates less competence while working with severe behavior
disorder special education students in the regular classroom.

)
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TABLE .i
An Average (* ) Of Responses. Using A 7-Point Likert Scale, Of 98
Ephrata School District Teachers By School, When Asked.

"As A

Teacher With Learning Disabled Students In My Class, I Would Feel:"

B.S.

GRA~T

C.R.

E.M.S

Comfort:iblc*

l. 5

l. 6

l. 9

Knowlcdl!c:i"

2 .3

2.3

2.9

2.2
., ..,

..,

Skilled

.

-· ')

2.4

3. l

C:ilm

•

1. 7

1. 7

2.3

Confident

"

2.0

1. 9

2.7

E.H.S. TOTAL
2.2

2.0

Uncomfort:ibl

-' . -

3 .0

2.9

LJnknowlcduc

3 .3

3.0

2.9

Unskilled

.., ..,

-·-

2.0

2.0

N crvous

2.6

'_ _.)-

2.4

Unsure

TABLE :,

)

An Average

(*)

Of Respon ses, Lsing A 7-Point Likert Scale , Of 98

Ephrata School District Teachers By Sch ool. \Vhen Asked,

"As A

Teacher ·with \l ild lv \llentallv R tarde d Students In My Class, I
Would Feel :"
B.S.

GRAPiT

C.R .

E.M.S

E.H.S . TOTAL

Comfortable'*

2.2

2.4

2.8

3 .3

2.6

2.7

Uncomfort:ibl

Knowledl!e:.1*

2.8

2.8

3.7

3.7

3.3

3.3

Unknowledl!e

Ski lied

*

2.7

2.9

3.7

3.6

3.6

3.4

Unskilled

Calm

*

2.3

2.2

2.9

2.9

2.3

2.5

Nervou s

Confident

*

2.7

2.5

3.5

3.1

2.8

2.9

Unsure
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TABLE 6
An Average (*) Of Responses, Using A 7-Point Likert Scale. Of 98
Ephrata School District Teachers By School, When Asket.i .

''As A

Teacher 'With Students \Vith Severe Behavior Disorders In My Class. I
Would Feel:"
B.S.

GRANT

C.R.

E.:\ilS

E.H.S. TOT.--\L

Comfortable"

')
_,)

-

3.3

4. l

4.8

4,.,

4.0

Uncomfortahl

Knowkd!!ea •

3.3

2 .7

4.2

4.8

4 .2

3 .9

L'nknowled!.!e

Skilled

*

3.5

2.7

4 .4

4 .7

4

~

-L 0

Cnskillcd

Calm

*

3.2

2.8

4. l

4.6

3.7

3.8

\i ervo us

Confident

*

.)

2.8

-LO

4.5

4 .0

3.8

Unsure

.., ..,

. .)

TABLE 7
An Average

(*)

Of Respon ses. L'sing A 7-Point Liken Scale. Of 98

Ephrata Scho ol District Teachers By School. 'vVhen Asked. "In Relating
To Parents Of fnte grated Students, I Would Feel:"
B.S.

GRANT

C.R.

E.M.S

Cnmforu1hle"

1. 5

1. 7

2.2

2 .5

2.7

2.2

Uncomfortahl

Knowledgea*

1. 7

2.0

2.7

3. l

3.4

2.7

Unknow led1re

2.0

2.0

2.7

3 .0

3.5

2.8

Unskilled

1. 5

1.8

2.2

2 .5

')

_ _)-

2.2

Nervous

2.0

1. 9

2.5

2.6

2.8

2.4

Unsure

Skilled
Calm
Confident

;,

;,

*

E.H.S. TOTAL

Chapter V

Summary, Cone lus ions, and Recommendations

Summarv

The purpose of this project was to determine the attitudes of
teachers in the Ephrata, Washington, School District regarding the
school-wide integration of mildly handicapped students in the
classroom and the supports needed to insure its success.

To

accomplish this purpose, a survey instrument was designed and
administered to elicit teacher responses to the following types of
questions:
1.

'What kinds of special education services are regular
classroom teachers receiving in the Ephrata School
District?

2.

What special education services do these teachers desire?

3.

Are the expectations for special education students made·
clear by the district's special services program?

4.

What were teachers' perceptions about working with
special education students in the regular classroom
setting'?

3I
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The survey was distributed to l06 certificated teachers in the
Ephrata School District.

The survey responses were hand-tabulated

and presented in Chapter IV.

Conclusions

Conclusions reached as a result of this project were:

I.

Paraprofessional time. a mainstream consultant. and
materials are currently bt:!ing provided at high levels

in

the Ephrata School District to teachers who have special
education students in regular class room settings.
2.

There was a desire for paraprofessional time anu
materials in the Ephrata School District by teachers who
have special education students in regular classroom
settings.

Additionally. Ephrata Middle School teachers

had a strong desire for a mainstream consultant.
3.

Thirty-eight percent of the teachers in the Ephrata School
District who currently have special education students
the regular classroom setting did not fully belit!ve that
expectations for special education students were not
made c tear by the special education department.

4.

Ephrata School District teachers indicated they were
competent when dealing with students who were
classified as learning disabled, mild-mentally retarded,
while in the regular classroom setting, and with the

in
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parents of integrated students.

While in the regular

classroom setting, teachers indicated they had
substantially less competencies when dealing with
behavior disorder students.

Recommendations

As a result of this project the following recommendations have
been suggested:

I.

The Ephrata School District continue to provide
paraprofessional time. a mainstream consultant, materials
and inservice training to teachers who have special

)

education students in the regular classroom setting.
2.

The Ephrata School District pursue a full-time
mainstream consultant at Ephrata Middle School.

3.

An effective communication system. between regular
classroom teachers :rnd the special education
department needs to be established in the Ephrata School
District.

The attached form in Appendix D could be

utilized to facilitate this recommendation.
4.

A teacher-generated inservice program should be
provided in the area of how to deal with severe behavior
disorder students in the regular classroom setting.

The
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ESD behavior specialist could be asked to help facilitate
this program.
5.

Finally, this survey instrument proved to be an. effective
way to gather information about special education
services and teacher attitudes regarding special education
students in the regular classroom setting , and could be
used in other districts in Washington.

-
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A SURVEY ON

TEACHER BELIEFS REGARDING SCHOOL-WIDE INTEGRATION
AL"\ffi THE SUPPORTS NEEDED TO INSURE ITS SUCCESS

Dear Colleague,
I am conducting a questionnaire study. in cooperation with Central
Washington University. to- determine teacher beliefs regarding school-wide
integration and the supports needed to insure its success.
This study is being
conducted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Master of
Education in Curriculum and Supervision.
Your response. as a teacher in the Ephrata School District will be
extremely valuable.
Responses will be treated as confidential and under no
circumstances will individuals be identified.
Please feel free to make any
additional comments which you believe would be beneficial.
Thank you for your cooperation.
secretary within two working days.

Please return to your building

Sincerely,

Graduate

Lrnivcrsity

Student

Supervisor

Dr. Jack McPherson
Department of Ed.
C.W.U.
Ellensburg Wa. 98826

Charlotte Throgmorton

Comments:
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APPENDIX B
SCRVEY INSTRC\ilENT
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Please. check the appropriate
to make comments.

1. () MALE

response in the space provided .

Please feel

free

( l FEMALE

2. DEGREE HELD.
() B.S.
() B.A.

( l M.A. EDUCATION
() PH.D

3. TEACHING ASSIGNMENT.
If secondary please indicate subject area.
( ) PRE-SCHOOL
( ) MIDDLE SCHOOL- Integrated
( ) ELEMENTARY- Regular Education
( ) MIDDLE SCHOOL-Resource Room
( ) ELEMENT AR Y-lntegratcd
( ) MIDDLE SCHOOL-Regular Education

( l
( )

HIGH SCHOOL-Regular Education
HIGH SCHOOL-Resource Room

4. HA YE YOL: TAKEN COL:RSES IN SPECIAL EDCCATION?

( ) YES

( ) NO, ( If no. go to 4ucstion

5)

·+a. HOW MANY CREDITS HOURS
( l l-3
() 4-6

! l

11- 15
( ) MORE THAN 15

( ) 7-lO
4b. DO YOU HAVE YOUR SPECIAL EDUC,\TlON ENDORSENIENT?
() YES
( l NO
5.

DO YOU HAVE SPECIAL EDCC\ TlON STUDENTS IN YOUR CLASSROOM'?
() YES
( ) NO, ( If no. go to question 6)
5a. PLEASE INDICATE THE NUMBER OF SPECIAL EDL:CATION STUDENTS YOU
HAVE ENROLLED IN YOUR CLASS(ESJ.
() 1-3
( ) 7-10
( ) 4-6
( ) MORE THAN 10
5b. CHECK THE FOLLOWING SERVICES CURRENTLY PROVIDED BY SPECIAL
SERY[CES.
() MATERIALS
() PARAPROFESSIONAL TIME
() MAINSTREAM CONSULTANT
( ) INSERVICE TRAINING
() OTHER
() NONE
5c. R,:\NK THE FOLLOWING DESIRED SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES ON A
SCALE OF l-4. l BEING MOST DESIRED.
MATERIALS
PARAPROFESSIONAL TIME
MAINSTREAM CONS UL TANT
INSERVICE TRAINING
OTHER _ _ _ _ __
5d. ARE THE EXPECTATIONS FOR THESE STUDENTS MADE CLEAR BY THE
SPECIAL EDUCATION DEPARTMENT?
() YES
() NO

COMMENTS
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[n answering the following questions about yourself as an educator. place an X at
the approximate position which indic:.ites how you feel with reference to e:.ich
h:.indic:.ipping condition.
(Ple:.isc respond Lo all of the following situ:.itions.)
6.
AS A TEACHER W!TH LEARNING D!SABLED STUDENTS IN MY CLASS. l WOCLD
FEEL:
2 3 4 5 6 7
UN COMFORT ABLE

COMFORTABLE

KNOWLEDGEABLE - - - - - - - UNKNOWLEDGEABLE
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ UNSKILLED
SKILLED
CALM
CONFIDENT
7.

AS A TEACHER WlTH MlLDL Y ME:'>lT.-\LL Y RET.-\RDED STCDENTS IN .\IIY
CLASS. l WOL'.LD FEEL:
2345
6
7
COMFORT ..\BLE

UNCOMFORTABLE

K:\OWLEDGEABLE

L'NKNOWLEDGEABLE

SKILLED

8.

__ ____ _

lJNSKlLLED

C..\L.\11

NERVOUS

CONFIDENT

Ul'iSURE

AS A TEACHER WITH STUDE'.\iTS WITH SEVERE BEHAVIOR DISORDERS [N MY
CLASS I WOULD FEEL:
2 3 4 5 6 7
COMFORTABLE

UNCOMFORTABLE

KNOWLEDGEABLE

UN KNOWLEDGEABLE

SKILLED

9.

UNSURE

___ ___ _

UNSKILLED

CALM

NERVOUS

CONFIDENT

UNSURE

IN RELATING TO PARENTS OF lNTEGRATED STUDENTS, I WOULD FEEL:
l
2345
6
7
COMFORTABLE

UN COMFORT ABLE

KNOWLEDGEABLE

UN KNOWLEDGEABLE

SKllLED

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ UNSKILLED

CALM

NERVOUS

CONFIDENT

UNSURE

~

-
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Beezley Springs Kindergarten

I.

It might be more beneficial to be part of the IEP at the
kindergarten level.
beautifully

2.

in

[EP students are functioning

my classroom.

Integration should challenge all students.

Emphasis

should not be solely on the special needs child.

Each child

should be challenged to meet up to their fullest
potential.

Grant Elementary School

)
1.

We set · academic expectations based on last years growth
and students maturation level.

SPED takes care of the

rest.
2.

Use good role models to develop good learning behaviors.
Nurture the skills student has, use their best learning
modality.

3.

There is a great deal of flexibility in terms of teaching
approaches.

IEP's established by the teachers and

parents supported by department testing determine
expectations.
4.

Other avenues are pursued before students are referred
for SPED testing.
45
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5.

Teacher-based program, essential same care and
attention be given to selection of students and teachers.
Attitude not to save money, but integration 1s seen as a
better way to meet the needs of students.

6.

I would like more prep time to vary curriculum.

7.

Paraprofessional

8.

Complete support of administration 1s a must.

essenti;,il.
We have

i [.

9.

Support 1s the key word . ~[oral, physical and mental.

Columbia Ridge Elementarv School

1.

No official expectations.
students

2.

~lain push 1s to build the

self-esteem.

Academic expectations are set up by IEP's.

Social

expectations are those of the classroom.
3.

I would like to know in advance the special needs of the
integrated student.

Academic goals as well.

4.

Little is said about day to day expectations.

5.

I have benefited from an integrated teacher as a
consultant.

6.

Need more help with special education students who
remain rn my classroom.

Extreme behavior students

should be spread out, not all in one classroom.

47
7.

More input from teachers is needed.
criticism by administrators.

8.

Input 1s considered

Pre-knowledge of students.

Integrated classroom provides opportunity for social
growth.

9.

I enjoy my integrated class.

The support with funds and

administrative time make our program work for teachers.
l O.

I would feel better if I had more training with B.D. kids
and physically handicapping situations.

Offer workshops.

Ephrata Middle School

l.

The Special Ed. Dept. is very helpful.

2.

Some students, I have no idea of problems or ·abilities.

3.

Expectations are basically left to me.

4.

Not all students marked special education on my rolls are
serviced through the special education department; I can
not get information when I need it.

5.

It would be helpful to know IEP information.

6.

We need to find the most effective means to
communicate between regular classroom and resource
room.

7.

I don't know the IEP.
preparing

material.

I get no help designing and
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8.

We need to know what to expect before student 1s placed
in our class.

9.

I need help with the non-readers in my class.

What are

the requirements for getting an aide to help with these
students.

10.

I feel used when B .D. kids are placed

in

my classroom.

I

don't know what I should require of them.

Ephrata High School

1.

They all have varying abilities, yet all treated the same m
class.

)

')

Is this right or wrong?

I feel the special education department does a good job of
keeping track of their students.

3.

Too much of the time music classes are for enjoyment,
not learning.

Nearly all of the students can learn when

expected to!
4.

One of my frustrations 1s not having enough time to
spend with the students.

5.

I don't feel it's fair for one teacher to have so many
special needs students through a 7 period day when some
teachers don't -have any.

6.

Special needs students are very welcome and accepted by
both classroom teachers and EHS students.
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7.

There are some classes that should not have to accept
students with behavior disorders.
their share of time.

30.

)

They take more than

This is very irritating in a class of

APPE."-iDlX D
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ACADEMIC MODIFICATIONS CHECKLIST
STUDENT _ __ _ __ _
GRADE
DATE _ _

CLASS _ __
INSTRUCTOR _ _ __ _ _ __
SPED MONITOR _ _ _ __ __

The above student is being served under J current !EP and is being mainstreamed for this
class. To hl!l[J this studl!nt succcl!d. we would like ro use the strategics checked below.

DAILY HOMEWORK ASSIGNMENTS
follow plans set for other basic ed students
spec ia I seating ( __________________________________ )
reduce assignment length
extend time
m1n1m1ze copying from board/book
pro V id C n O t e ta kCr( __________________________________ )
adv;rnce lecture notes
recorded class sessions
highlightcJ LCX.l
prescan new m:Herial wiLh aide/teacher
he:.ir new material orally 1r1 small group
oral repetition for study
study buddy/group
supplemental study guides
provide note borne

TEST TA KING MOD IFICA TIO NS
test taken in same wuy as other basic ed students
extended time
oral exam
test reud orally to student
answers dictated by student Lo a writer
revised test covering only specific key points
use book and/or notes during test
list of difficult words Lo spell
pre-study sheet covering main points
note home giving study in!'ormation for preparation

ACADEMIC FUNCTIOi\lNG
Reading Level

Math Level

L. A. Level

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS _ _ _____ _ __ _ __ _ __
The basic education instructor and the special education staff will work together to plan
for and administer these modifications.
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